ADAPTED FRAGMENTS OF CORRESPONDENCE 


EXCHANGE VIII: On extreme leftism, future 
system’s ideology, and fascism. ' 


U.R.: In regard to your text “Leftism, Techno-Industrial System and Wild Nature”, I 
would like to raise some questions or ideas for you to reflect about: 





e Isn’t a contradiction that on one hand youth and student movements of the third 
wave leftism felt that they were very important (as much as to try to make 
changes in their societies), and on the other they suffered from low self-esteem 
and inferiority feelings? How do you explain this? An attempt to 
psychologically compensate the latter with the former? 


e Although generally leftism has been a useful mechanism for maintaining, self- 
repairing and easing the development of the system, can’t some kinds of leftism 
be a hindrance to the system sometimes? I explain myself: moderate leftism is 
clearly useful for the system, but too radical leftism is not so clearly useful for it. 
For example, to integrate women, blacks, gays, etc. in the system is good for it, 
but to go beyond this applying affirmative action, working quotas, legal 
discrimination of supposedly “privileged groups” (whites, males, riches, etc.), 
etc. is not so clearly good for the system. In fact these things worsen its 
functioning creating unnecessary discrimination and unrest, not taking 
maximum advantage of the talents and merits of the individuals, etc. If you are 
an employer and have some quite competent potential employees that are white, 
males and physically and psychologically able, but you have to give the job to a 
less competent person just because she is a woman, a black or a handicapped, 
simply because there are some quotas imposed by law that force you to do so, 
this probably wouldn’t be the best option for improving the efficiency of your 
business. And this is happening. In such cases leftism is not good for the system 
(unless I am missing some other hidden benefit for the system). This text (like 
my “Leftism”) says that leftism is good for the system, and though this is true 
generally, there are exceptions and possible nuances. 


With this I am not saying that then we should defend or at least tolerate leftism 
in those cases in which leftism is bad for the system, but just that, first, reality 
can be more complex, and that, second, it is probable that the very system will 
take measures to limit or keep in bay leftist advance beyond some point (when 
leftism becomes a hindrance rather than a help to it). 


K: Since the members of the youth and student movement had graduated from 
universities and thus they became “intellectuals”, they began to see themselves superior 
compared to other people who didn’t have a higher education. They were also able to 
consume the cultural commodities of the techno-industrial society, see some other ways 
of life with the advance of the communication technologies, travel in foreign countries, 


' Translation and adaptation of a fragment of the correspondence exchange between K. and 
Ultimo Reducto (U.R.) that took place from August 25th, 2020 to October 7th, 2020. Original 
letter were written in English. © Copyright 2021, Ultimo Reducto, for the fragments originally 
written by U.R. 

? Original version in Turkish in Karaçam: https://vahsikaracam.blogspot.com/2020/12/solculuk- 
tekno-endustriyel-sistem-ve.html. 








etc. They became WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich and Democratic.) 
So the expectations of this new youth and their idea of a utopia started to go beyond 
their local, traditional roles and became much more grandiose compared to previous 
generations. Most of the parents of these students didn’t have this education, since 
previous generations weren’t able to go to universities en masse, as it started to happen 
in the 60s. 


It was enough for the prior generations to have a centrally heated house which had a 
toilet inside, a job that wasn’t so much physically demanding, some electrical 
appliances, etc. and they would be mostly satisfied with their ordinary lives. But the 
new youth of the 60s saw themselves too much qualified for an ordinary life. And 
simultaneously, since society became so much cozy in those years, and the possibilities 
of going through the power process greatly diminished, they also experienced the 
feelings of inferiority and low self-esteem.” Having these two feelings together might be 
much more severe. You believe yourself to be more qualified, above the ordinary 
people, but at the same time you feel powerless and deep down you don’t trust yourself. 
I think most of the leftists who feel themselves to be “intellectuals” have this double 
feeling. That might be also a psychological compensation, but I don’t know for sure. 


I hope I make myself understood what I was trying to say regarding that they attribute 
themselves importance. Maybe “importance” isn’t the correct word? I don’t know if you 
agree with me on this. 


Regarding the extreme positions of leftism, yes, I also believe that, when leftism goes 
to extreme points, it becomes a hindrance to the system. This generally shows itself in 
the issues relating to competition, I think. The system needs to maintain a certain 
amount of competition in its functions. And in the case of communism, don’t we see a 
concrete example of what happens when leftism tries to go to the extreme positions? 
Communist regimes tried to manage centrally the whole of the economic system, 
moulding it according to their ideologies with forced collectivization, eliminating 
completely the competition on the level of companies, etc. (they also wanted to 
eliminate it on the individual level, but couldn’t do it for obvious reasons.) As a result, 
their regimes ended up being grossly inefficient and unsuccessful compared to the so- 
called capitalist countries. 


Christianity might be also another example. Until the Enlightenment, Christianity was 
the main ideology for Western societies. But applying in every detail what the New 
Testament says would make it impossible for western societies to defend themselves 
militarily, conquer large swaths of the world, allow the accumulation of private property 
by their members, etc. So even if Christianity continued to be the main ideology of the 
Western societies, they managed to dodge some part of the Christian doctrine and found 
legitimizations for this dodging. 


In some cases, by defending more extreme positions than the mainstream of the society 
about some change, the left helps to legitimize the more moderate mainstream positions 
regarding this change. Since mainstream positions on the necessary changes appear to 
be more moderate compared to the extreme positions of some leftists, it becomes easier 
for the system to convince the general public, especially more conservative members of 
the society, of accepting those changes. Kaczynski gives the radical feminists as an 


? I think the other factor creating frustration was that, since so many people started to graduate 
from the universities, the value of the diplomas decreased and it wasn't possible to give high 
positions to every member of this mass of students. 


example of this in the “System’s Neatest Trick”. What I was trying to say in footnote 
15 of my text might also be an example of this. 


Another point which I am thinking is related to these issues is: Will leftism continue to 
be the main ideology of the techno-industrial system in the future, or are we going to 
see some different value set to evolve? Leftism becomes the main ideology of the 
techno-industrial system while the system depends for its activities on the human labor 
(mass human labor). Humans’ synchronized collective efforts (mental and physical) 
have been (and they still are) its main component. But the system is getting itself 
gradually rid of its dependence on human labor. Maybe it will never be completely free 
from human labor, but it is very probable that this need will be greatly reduced and 
large part of the population might become redundant. And if this comes to pass, what 
will happen to the leftist values such as solidarity, ensuring that everyone satisfy his 
physical necessities, compassion to everybody, universal human rights, etc? Will the 
system continue to promote these values for everybody? I think that, in such an 
eventuality, leftist values will continue to be relevant for people inside the system, but 
there will be a huge majority of people who will be thrown out, for whom the rights and 
values of the system won’t be applicable. A sort of modern barbarians, living in 
apartheid. Maybe we are seeing this even today in small scale with homeless people and 
refugees. There will be some leftists who will defend these people but, they will be on 
the fringes, like today’s most extremist leftists. What are your thoughts on this? 


U.R.: Yes, I had thought approximately the same about the seeming contradiction 
among the members of youth and student movements between seen themselves as too 
important and having inferiority feelings. In fact, it is a contradiction between the high 
expectatives and promises that society inculcated in them and the actual possibilities 
that they had in their real lives. It happens still now, sometimes even more intensely. A 
compensation? Maybe too, but I think that your first explanation is more convincing. 


Regarding your questions about the future ideology of the system if social and 
technological conditions change, who knows? As you should already know, complex 
systems and processes are greatly unpredictable. One can only reasonably speculate 
about generalities, without entering particular and precise details. And one always can 
fail in his prognoses. My opinion now is that: 


Throughout history and to date, the system has been gradually deepening ever more in 
collectivist ideas that promote its cohesion and the efficiency of its functioning, like 
solidarity with unknown people, peace, avoidance of arbitrary and unnecessary 


* See Technological Slavery, Fitch & Madison, 2019, pages 11-125. Also, Technological 
Slavery, Feral House, 2010, page 190-205. 

5 Kaczynski also makes this point in Anti-Tech Revolution (Fitch & Madison, 2015) and I read a 
couple of years ago a book defending the same, Martin Ford's Rise of the Robots (Basic Books, 
2015). The statistics that he gave in this book seems to me very convincing and shows that this 
trend (gradual elimination of the human labor) is ongoing since the 1960s. And I think Charles 
Murray's Coming Apart (Crown Forum, 2012) describes the consequences of these trends on the 
American society very well. According to Murray, in the American society since the 1960s, two 
distinct, totally separate classes came into being due to changes in the economy. (If one reads 
between the lines, it is possible to see that Murray shows the technological progress as the main 
culprit of these changes, especially the computer technology.) One (a small minority) 
constituted by the people who successfully adapted themselves to the technological 
development and the other, lower classes (gross majority), which have lost their middle class 
status and continue to sink socioeconomically compared to the higher class, and these two 
classes continue to come apart. 


discrimination and privileges, etc. So, empirically, one could arguably bet that the 
immediate tendency will be to intensify the spreading and assumption of those 
collectivist and leftist ideas and values among people even more. But, on one hand, as 
we know, those leftist tendencies have an upper limit so to say, beyond which they can 
be more a hindrance than a help to the system. If they exceed this limit, some kinds of 
tendencies opposite to such radical leftist tendencies will probably emerge and spread 
inside the system and they will function as a mechanism to counteract, more or less 
successfully, the excesses of an overgrown leftism. And, on the other, as you say in 
your text, this collectivist-progressive tendency has been gradually increasing because 
to date the system has necessarily been constituted and managed greatly by humans 
(though less and less proportionally to artificial things, especially machines), with a 
human nature that imposes some limits, conditions and necessities on its functioning 
and development. For example, leftist values in fact are but corruptions of natural 
human tendencies (e.g., humans naturally tend to help their loved ones, the system takes 
advantage of this tendency and makes them help and show concern for other people 
beyond or instead of their loved ones). But if humans disappear, or their proportion and 
influence on the functioning of the system is greatly reduced regarding to machines, it 
could be not so necessary to use those leftist values and ideas that indeed somewhat 
resemble and take advantage of human nature. In fact, probably values and ideologies 
(at least in the sense humans have understood them to date) eventually could be 
completely unnecessary. Machines just need programs for doing tasks. Even if AI or 
some other kind of trans-human monstrosities (cyborgs, minds uploaded on computers, 
etc.) could be sufficiently developed as to be really comparable to present humans 
regarding intellectual capabilities, their values could and probably would be quite 
different to those of the humans to date (for example, why should those machines be 
concerned about humans and about equality, peace, justice, solidarity, liberty, etc. 
among humans’). 


And in the meanwhile, until the numbers and the power of the actual human beings are 
greatly reduced (in relation to machines) or eliminated, the ideological direction of the 
system will depend, as always, on some material factors (always remember the 
preponderance of infrastructure over structure and superstructure).° These factors could 
be, for example, the availability of space, energy and resources; the environmental 
conditions; and the technological advances. If the technoindustrial system is able in the 
future to find the way of keeping on growing, because either it improves technological 
efficiency or it finds new available sources of resources and energy on Earth or on other 
planets’ (just think about what could happen if it eventually achieves an inexhaustible 


° For an explanation of the concepts of social infrastructure, structure and superstructure, as 
Ultimo Reducto uses them, see: “Discussing means, ends, values, organization, strategy and 
more” (https://drive.google.com/file/d/19gX UMmOkCj5txuncX ObuOb7fRUIUxPuq/view) and 
“Critique to Ted’s Kaczynski’s Anti-Tech Revolution”, point 5 
(https://drive.google.com/file/d/19keZrCRRjJHETccM4rM6KY KbKDg490m3E/view). Note 
added later for this post. 

’ The expansion of the system beyond Earth is nowadays quite a pipedream, in my opinion. 
Neither current technological capacity nor current resources and energy availability allow big 
advances in this respect. The current pompously publicized attempts and projects are more 
propagandistic displays which pursue other ends (political, economic, technological, etc.) than 
real feasible programs. So I think that for the moment and in the sort run the serious, effective 
and massive colonization of other planets or the space in general is unattainable. But in the long 
run, if material limitations to its development are eventually overcome, it could be possible to 
seriously try to do it, perhaps. Of course, in such case, this colonization of the space would 








source of abundant energy like nuclear fusion) and/or it expands to new spaces (to 
Earth’s areas that still have not been completely developed or inhabited; or even to other 
planets), it will perhaps allows itself to maintain/create somewhat livable (for humans 
and some other living beings) environmental conditions and to behave in an 
humane/tolerant way towards us, even if new technologies that can replace humans in 
doing the necessary tasks for maintaining and developing the system are devised, 
rendering us useless for it. Its economic opulence and technological efficiency in such a 
case could allow the system to tolerate some of us and to some extent, to keep us as 
pets, museum pieces or even as not much annoying parasites, because we wouldn’t be a 
big hindrance to it (at least during the prosperity time lasts; until a new crisis happens).” 
But if the system can’t so easily solve the material problems of energy, resources and 
space it, sooner or latter, will have to eliminate that superfluous or even annoying 
human population whose maintenance would imply a waste of resources and energy 
that could be invested in further technological development and expansion. 


I also fear that, at least in the sort and intermediate run (during the gradual transition 
from humanity to transhumanity and/or pure machines), if material conditions (i.e., 
enough available resources, energy and space) allow it, probably humanistic and leftist 
values will be extended to be applied also to machines (i.e., solidarity, equality, rights, 
justice, etc. will probably be more and more applied to judge the relationship between 
humans and machines; that is, machines will be regarded as susceptible of moral 
consideration -regarding the said humanistic and leftist moral values-, like now many 


imply new huge problems, drawbacks, etc. and surely won’t be the marvellous extraterrestrial 
technoutopia that technophiles try to sell to us nowadays. 

8 Nuclear fusion research is, in my opinion, something similar to the space race: most probably a 
swindle to a large extent. In light of what we have seen to date, it seems to me more a way 
through which some scientists try to earn a life (i.e., obtain funds) than a serious and efficient 
field of research. It seems that they don’t achieve it ever (I mean the efficient production of 
abundant and cheap energy through nuclear fusion; they maybe can make nuclear fusion in their 
labs at small scale and with a highly inefficient energy balance, of course, but this is not useful 
for massive energy production), but in the meanwhile, they can live off it. So, periodically 
(when funding is compromised, decreases or is yet insufficient) they publicly announce amid a 
lot of hype that they have made some important advances towards fusion, and so they receive 
new funds and public support again. It is a trick often used in techno-science (not only in 
nuclear fusion research, but also in cancer research, space race, nuclear fusion, etc.). Anyway, 
the fact that they haven’t achieved it till now, though it is a reason to be suspicious towards the 
reliability of this research, is not a categorical proof that it can’t be achieved sometime in the 
future. 

And if nuclear fusion is achieved in the future, it will suppose a huge disastrous qualitative leap 
in the development of the system, because it would imply the overcoming of the main current 
material limitations for its development: space, resources and energy limitations. Then the 
technoindustrial system would be unstoppable and will engulf everything on Earth and quite 
beyond. 

’ The question however is not whether the future technoindustrial system could afford to keep 
some humans alive, but why it should do so. What would be the interest of a technoindustrial 
system constituted and managed by artificial entities in keeping alive some humans? To assume 
that such machines would be interested in keeping alive some human beings is in itself an 
instance of naive anthropomorphism (to believe that such machines will be “human” to some 
extent, i.e., that they will have similar interests, values and behaviors to those of us), mixed up 
with anthropocentric arrogance (to believe that we are valuable and interesting enough as to 
make those machines want to preserve us alive in spite of the energetic and material cost that it 
would imply). 


leftists and (post-)modern people in general are already advocating doing with animals, 
or even with the Earth -moral extensionism-). It would be the logical effect of an ever 
closer and more continuous interaction with ever more “intelligent” machines (and this 
tendency, once started, would reinforce itself), so eventually the merging between 
humans and machines could be seen as something completely natural and good. And 
thereafter, the human (biological) component in such transhuman abominations could 
be gradually reduced for the sake of technological efficiency. 


Of course all this speculation is reasonably probable, but for the moment it remains 
speculative anyway. Reality could take any other completely different direction in the 
future. 


Regarding what you say about a majority low class that is ever more “outside” the 
system because they don’t adapt to the technological development and a minority upper 
class that does adapt well to it, and keeps on being “inside” the system, and the 
supposedly ever growing gap between both, I don’t see things in a so Manichean way. 
The situation is much more complex. First, there is no “outside” class. Even the poorest, 
most dispossessed, most powerless, most marginal, most “outcast” people are still 
inside the system; they can be at most on the edges of it, but anyway they are part of it 
too. The only people that are not part of the system today are some isolated primitive 
tribes (and probably, in many cases, not even as completely as it could seem at first 
glance). Second, are really those who are “adapting well” to the technological 
development only a so small minority? I think that, at least according to some 
approaches and criteria, one could say that the truth is just the opposite: most people are 
“happy” (or so they seem and believe) with the technological advances. They can be 
rich or poor, they can be socio-economically successful or not so much, but virtually 
everybody, from a famous multimillionaire who owns a multinational computer 
corporation to an unknown drug addict single mother who hardly survives in a squatted 
flat in a ruinous building in a slum, loves modern technology and technological 
advances, is comfortable using them, and uses them as much as he/she can in his/her 
personal conditions. And ideologically, leftism and progressivism (which constitute the 
ideology of the system in the present) is widespread to some extent. Virtually 
everybody is integrated in the system. Real discontents with or rebels towards the 
system, modern technological development, and progressive and collectivistic 
ideologies are very minority indeed. Third, I have never being convinced about the 
slogan that states that the poor are ever poorer and the rich ever richer. In my opinion, 
the poor usually are ever richer in this system (if by richer we mean to have access to 
ever more commodities and services, regardless their purchase power —1.e., the amount 
of money they earn and have and the value of such money-, which can be bigger or 
smaller depending on the cases). And regarding the rich, well, I don’t know and I don’t 
mind if they are ever richer or not. Is the “middle class” (whatever this expression 
means) disappearing? I don’t think so. At least regarding its lifestyles, worldviews, 
values, ideas, customs, etc. it is spreading its extension, including ever more different 
socio-economic strata of the society. Especially downwards. The lower classes always 
have aspired to live like the higher classes and throughout history they have gradually 
achieved it. A worker today lives with a higher material standard of life (material 
abundance and comfort) than many bourgeoises or aristocrats of the past. And fourth, is 
really anybody adapting successfully and completely to the technological development? 
Some people could be adapting better than others, but I doubt that somebody can be 
able to adapt to it really and completely; I mean without being the product of genetic 
engineering. And the degree of adaptation or maladaptation could depend not as much 


of their socio-economic status as of other factors (their natural psychological traits, for 
example). A 


Į also would like to further comment something else related with your text: It seems to 
me that, while the emergence, expansion and generalization of the first and second 
waves of leftism could have been caused more by the needs of the system than by the 
psychological problems caused by its development (though probably there was some 
important component of the latter in them too), the case of the third wave was greatly 
the other way around: it was greatly a result or a symptom of the psychological 
disorders caused by the development of the technoindustrial society, and maybe not so 
much a need for the system. This could partly explain why the previously 
commented third wave’s ideological excesses that seem to be even detrimental for the 
proper functioning and development of the technoindustrial system (gender quotas, 
affirmative action, laziness and hedonism, etc.) exist. Nowadays, in practice the main 
motivation of many leftists is not so much the stated improvement of the efficiency in 
the functioning of the system, but the unstated avoidance, compensation or alleviation, 
through pursuing political surrogate activities, of the symptoms of their lack of going 
through the power process. And thus the results can go too far and usually are not very 
good for the system. It could be that sometime in the near future (if not even just now) a 
reaction emerges to stop those leftist excesses (just the excesses, of course). Liberalism 
(which is usually regarded “rightist” and “anti-leftist” nowadays, but it is just another 
kind of leftism, though non-socialist -they are just the direct, more “pure” or “orthodox” 
heirs of the first wave leftism-) could have to do a lot with it. It is just a speculative 
reflection. 


K: Yes, I agree with you that some kind of a reaction might occur in the society against 
the excesses of the third wave left. And third wave leftists are motivated more by their 
psychological condition rather than by making the system more efficient. 


First wave leftists, liberal enlightenment thinkers, etc. thought that, if the reforms they 
advocated were implemented, the society would function much more efficiently. This is 
one of the reasons why they promoted those ideas. And the reforms they have advocated 
(freedom, equality, fraternity as they defined them; participation of the nation to the 
political management; priority of rational thinking; etc.) ended up being very beneficial 
for the system. But while they though that these reforms would be beneficial for the 
system, they also thought that these reforms were morally good (apart from some 
utilitarian results these reforms would bring) and would be beneficial for the mass of 
people. They didn’t defend principles such as that human rights are universal and one 
has them from birth, that political power should have its legitimacy on the people, that 
private property is inviolable, etc. only for the reason that they were beneficial for the 
system, but also because they thought that they were morally right and should be 
defended as absolute values. This moral dimension was also a strong motivation for the 
first wave leftists. 


I think this is even truer for the second wave leftists. Their starting point was that 
economic welfare should be distributed to everybody and this was something morally 


10 This doesn’t contradict the above statement about people being ever “happier” with 
technological development. They can consciously accept, desire and even defend modern 
technology on one hand, and on the other, they can suffer many psychological disorders and 
lackings actually caused or aggravated by the conditions of life that the very technological 
development implies, without even being aware of this causal relationship. And this is indeed 
what usually happens. 


right, something that was good. Social reforms that were implemented in order to make 
this a reality resulted in the integration of the working masses to the system, and 
facilitated the system’s complete establishment. Of course, second wave leftists, the 
socialists, also thought that these reforms would be beneficial for the system. They 
even thought that, if they have managed to shift to socialism and then to communism it 
would be much more beneficial for the system, that it would get rid of its internal 
contradictions and thereby would enlarge itself indefinitely and usher a perfect Utopian 
society. They managed to implement these in some countries and the results were 
invariably a fiasco. But even if we assume they would have somehow known that these 
excessive implementation of their ideas would certainly result in more inefficiencies for 
the system, and that they would be aware that, despite all the inequalities which 
capitalist economies produce, these would be more successful in creating economic and 
technological progress than their socialist systems, they would again certainly continue 
to defend their socialistic ideas anyway and think that these ideas would bring more 
economic equality, and that the economic system based on these ideas would not be 
economically super-efficient but at least give all the people a hot soup and a house to 
live in, etc. 


Third wave leftists are even more convinced that the values they defend are absolutely, 
morally right. (This is because of their psychological condition: ressentiment, inability 
to go through the power process, etc., but nevertheless they believe that they are morally 
on the right side.) They believe that the values they defend should be implemented 
because they are right in themselves, without a reference to some utilitarian criteria. 
And it seems to me that most of them think that the values they defend are at the same 
time good for the general human society on utilitarian terms too. But even if they would 
know that some of the values they defend will be certainly harmful for society, will 
entail additional costs, will lower the system’s efficiency, etc. despite all that, they 
would continue to defend those values and advocate their implementation anyway. And 
in fact, some of them do defend extreme leftist values that they indeed know would be 
harmful for the system. 


It is a fact that, since the third wave left arouse in the sixties, it was instrumental in 
making some changes which greatly benefited the system. E.g., the integration of 
women to the economy and the reshaping of the domestic roles this would entail; or the 
suppression of the stresses between different ethnic and religious groups. Affirmative 
action was also helpful to the extent that it helped integration of the individuals who 
would normally be a nuisance to the system. Veganism, for example, is playing mostly 
a very beneficial role for the system today. Leftists’ insistence on responsible 
citizenship (the insistence on that everybody should watch his energy consumption, the 
amount of meat he is eating, etc.) is certainly beneficial for the system. But if they 
continue to demand excessive things beyond a certain point due to their ressentiment, 
drive for power and hostility, they would start to be harmful for the system, and after 
that point some reaction might occur against these tendencies. For example, the 
complete destruction of the family might prove harmful for the society. Current level of 
legitimation of homosexuality to the point that homosexual couples are regarded as 
spouses or whatever, and are allowed to adopt and raise children, might be harmful in 
terms of the psychological development of these children. There are some people who 


H Even if nowadays we have concrete, real life examples that socialism is less efficient and less 
successful than capitalist economies, second wave leftists still prefer to act as if they don’t know 
this. They have lots of theories about why it was so in “real” socialisms and why it would be 
different when they implement it. 


even claim that they are raising genderless children. These kinds of things would be 
harmful for the psychology of the children and thus would be harmful for the system. | 
Demands regarding affirmative action beyond some level would certainly have harmful 
effects, because it would mean the waste of talents. The excesses of feminism, its 
portrait of all males as potential tyrants, aggressors and molesters might have harmful 
effects too.” If they start to defend laziness as a right which fulfillment society should 
ensure, this would also be harmful. If these tendencies start to become harmful for that 
system in a clear and unequivocal way, there will certainly be a backlash against them. 


One thing that I was thinking of: In the essay I didn’t mention the rise of Fascism and 
Nazism in Europe between the two world wars, and directly I jumped to the aftermath 
of the Second World War. The main argument of the text is: technological changes 
bring with themselves enormous societal changes and society adjusts to these changes 
in terms of institutions, laws, values, etc. And left is playing the main role here, in 
creating theories about these institutions and laws, defining the new values, and 
promoting them. Therefore leftism is a sort of mechanism for society to adjust its 
structure and superstructure to the changes that are occurring in its infrastructure. But 
what about Nazism? Was it just an aberration in the development of the techno- 
industrial society, a pathological reaction of people to technological development, a 
small parenthesis which was closed in 12 years? In the text I am claiming that techno- 
industrial societies need all-inclusive, soft, collectivist values, which are greatly derived 
from the Christian values (equality, cooperation with everybody, brotherhood of all 
humanity, etc.) The values of Nazism were very opposite to that. Nazis saw the 
struggle between races as the main driving force of history. (But they were also 
collectivistic inside their own race.) They had plans of exterminating everybody who 
had a hereditary sickness in their family line, etc. And if they had been victorious, they 
would have exterminated some other peoples after Jews, made others slave laborers, etc. 
And their society would also have been a techno-industrial society. So I wonder if 
maybe not always leftist values are the main values of a techno-industrial society. But 
of course one of the reasons why Nazis lost the war’? may have been due to their 
rejection of leftist values: They couldn’t win the consent of the conquered people and 
couldn’t bolster their talents and motivations to the Third Reich; lack of check and 
balances, consultative institutions that would correct the wrong decisions of a one-man 
dictatorship; etc. What do you think about this? 


U.R.: Regarding your question about what I think about why fascism didn’t become the 
prevalent ideology of the technoindustrial system, this is what I think: 


e I don’t know well fascist ideologies (from Italian fascism, to Nazism, to 
Japanese imperialism), my knowledge of them is quite rough and shallow, so 
because of it I could easily commit some errors in what I am going to say. 
Anyway, I think that, generally, I am not going to be very wrong. 


* In the case of people claiming to be raising genderless children, I am not sure. This might also 
prove to be helpful for the system, because they would mostly raise their children as docile, 
over-socialized types. 

? There are some indications of this on boys in developed countries. For example boys’ 
academic performance is deteriorating. 

* On the other hand I personally think that feelings of ressentiment were very strong in their 
stance towards Jews. 

5 Apart from the most obvious fact that they didn’t have as many material resources as Allied 
powers 





Particularly Nazism (and fascism generally), while very contrary to some of 
leftist values (equality or universal solidarity, for example), was also 
collectivistic (nationalist, statist, patriotic, racist; according to it the individual 
had no value at all but as a mere piece of a country, a society, a state, a system, a 
race, etc.), and even victimist to some extent (the triumph of the Nazi Party in 
Germany democratic elections and its overtaking of power were to a great extent 
attained thanks to regarding and portraying German people as the poor victims 
of the Jews and other putatively powerful and evil groups). In fact, Nazism 
derives from socialism to some extent (it rejects Marxist socialism, but not the 
socialist notions of collectivism, “common good” or the idea of economical 
control by the state, for example). 


And it is also worth to recall that although the branch of Nazism that ended up 
prevailing, that of Hitler and his henchmen, was industrialist not all Nazis were 
industrialist (like not all the Nazis were anti-Semitic). Thus, probably not all 
Nazism would have been adequate as an ideology for the technoindustrial 
system. 


But even in the hypothetical case that it had been the other way around and 
fascism had won WWI, I think it would not have been much probable that 
fascism could have kept itself loyal to its principles and values (and thus, to its 
goals) for a long time, for the reasons you mention: democracies are better in 
detecting and overcoming problems and errors in the functioning of the system, 
because they are more flexible. And, besides, they are more “popular”, it is 
much easier to make people in general (not only a race or a nation) assume and 
defend them. Social systems select the ideologies that best adjust to their needs 
of self-perpetuation and development from the ideas that exist in each moment. 
Those ideas that best serve the development of the social system tend to expand 
and thrive, and those that don’t, tend to be minority and go unnoticed. So, while, 
at first glance and generally, it is obvious that fascism failed because it lost 
WWII, and that it lost war because fascists had less material resources than the 
Allies, if fascists hadn’t lose WWII, probably, in the long run, technoindustrial 
society wouldn’t have been very different from what it is now or from what it 
will be in the future, anyway. In the short run, they would have tried to realize 
their theories and goals, but probably sooner or later, if their technoindustrial 
society didn’t have utterly collapsed because of their ideological attempts, and if 
they wanted to maintain and develop it, they would have to modify their 
ideological stance to adapt it to the requirements of social and technological 
development, moving away from the original fascist theories and goals and 
converging towards something similar to that which present technoindustrial 
society is, or is headed for. They would have to have got rid of those aspects of 
their ideology that turned out to be a hindrance or a detriment for the 
development of the technoindustrial society and they would have to have 
assumed other aspects that were beneficial for it. 


So in the long run, probably, either fascism would have had to become itself 
something more similar to democracy (like was the case with socialism when it 
embraced social-democracy; or with East Europe communist regimes when they 
fell down; or with China since it opened itself to global capitalist economy) or it 
would be altogether replaced by other ideology more akin to democracy (or 
more precisely: an ideology more in conformity with the requirements of the 
maintenance and development of technoindustrial system). Or, if fascism had 


stubbornly tried to keep loyal to its own original principles and goals at all costs, 
probably technological development would have stopped or even the 
technoindustrial system would have collapsed (like also have happened to some 
extent in the cases of the few countries that have tried to keep loyal to socialism 
come hell or high water, like North Korea or Cuba). However, I think that this 
latter possibility is not much probable that had happened, and even less that it 
had lasted in the long run. Ideology always ends up having to subject itself to 
material requirements and limitations. 


Of course, all this is broadly speaking, because it is impossible to say exactly 
neither how long such fascism would have lasted without being modified nor 
which features of it would have been modified and how. And, furthermore, to a 
great extent, it is speculation. It simply didn’t happened that fascists won WWII, 
so we haven’t (and won’t have) any direct empirical data to support these 
hypotheses. 


Yet, there is at least one particular case that could be regarded as an approximate 
empirical reference which supports the above: Francoism in Spain. Francoism, 
unlike Nazism, Japanese imperialism or Italian fascism, won Spanish civil war, 
and survived WWII because it avoided participating in this war. And its 
evolution was precisely quite similar to the hypothetical case commented above: 
it began trying to keep loyal to its national-Catholic and national-syndicalist 
(some kinds of fascist) principles and goals (the autarky era), but after some 
years it changed its strategy, lessening its ideological principles for the sake of 
industrial and economic development (the so-called technocratic era), and after 
forty years of dictatorship, when Franco died, Spain eventually became another 
modern parliamentary democracy, like any other Western European country. 


And something similar has happened in other fascist-like dictatorships, like 
those of Argentina or Chile, in the last decades. So the idea that the 
technoindustrial system have selected democracy (and with it, moderate leftism 
—i.e., the liberal leftism of the first wave, the second wave social-democratic 
leftism and the mildest kinds of third wave leftism-) as the most effective 
political structure and superstructure among all the available possibilities that 
existed during 20" century seems quite convincing. 


